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• ERIC  
• Igenta connect  
• Sage journals online  
• Communication and mass media complete  
• Elearning and TEL  
• Informaworld  
• Relevant e‐learning conferences, such as ALT‐C, ASCILITE and Networked learning  Additional Google scholar searches were performed, using keyword and boolean searches on terms including: ‘Web 2.0’ ‘social media’ ‘social networking’ ‘higher education’ ‘learning 2.0’ ‘virtual words’, ‘social learning’ ‘participatory learning’ 'teaching practices' 'reflection' and 'teaching'. Finally, specialised networking and community sites were searched (include ECAR, EDUCAUSE, EvidenceNet, ELSIG, JISC, Higher Education Academy subject centres and Cloudworks). As the second case study within the ‘Pearls in the Clouds’ project focuses on the use of Cloudworks for supporting practices and discussions around Open Educational 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Resources (OER), more targeted searches regarding openness and OER were also performed in the above databases and in specialised sites through Boolean operators.  It was clear from this initial round of searches that there is little in the way of meta‐reviews and empirically‐grounded or longitudinal studies. There are however many case studies on specific use of Web 2.0 tools and a rich body of evidence investigating the learners’ voice. This learner voice research is giving valuable insights about the experiences and expectations that learners have about using technologies to support learning. Research looking at the ‘teacher voice’ and their expectations and experiences is smaller. Similarly, there is a dearth of evidence looking at the ways in which these new technologies are or could change learning and teaching practice. The largest body of evidence comes from scholars and educational technologists who are involved in e‐learning and distance learning and from proponents of open learning and OER.  In addition to the traditional literature review strategy outlined above, we also conducted what we are labelling an ‘open review’ using the Cloudworks site. We define an ‘open review’ as one that uses a social networking space to aggregate and collectively discuss an evolving body of literature around a set of core research questions. To initiate the open review a cloudscape was set up1. The nature of the project was described and an outline of how we planned to use Cloudworks to conduct the open review:  We are using Cloudworks as a place to share awareness of, and critically evaluate relevant literature, but also to elicit views, ideas, and experiences surrounding the use of Web 2.0 in Higher Education. The resultant Cloudscape will be referenced in the final report to the HEA and in appreciation of your contributions, you will be acknowledged explicitly in the report in the form of quotations.  All comments will be subject to a Creative Commons Attribution licence. In part, this is a self‐reflective exercise in that we want to see how this cloudscape evolves as an example of Web 2.0 practice in the HE context. The initial cloud representing the state of the review and some initial references is below.  A detailed overview of how Cloudworks was used to support an open review is provided in the first in‐depth case study, part of the 'Pearls in the Clouds' project .  The way that the site 
was used to support the Web 2.0 review outlined here, is discussed in more detail in Appendix 1, 
‘An open approach to literature reviews using Cloudworks’2. A summary explanation is provided here for completeness.  Five spaces (‘clouds’) were set up around core questions associated with the review, as a means of stimulating the debate:  
• Is there evidence of productive and creative use of Web 2.0 in HE?  
• What are the barriers and enablers to the use of Web 2.0 in HE?  
• What are the barriers to sharing experiences and teaching ideas in a public space?  
• Why has general Web 2.0 practices not translated well/ extensively into an HE context?  
• Web 2.0 tools for building pedagogical wraparounds in OERs?  
                                                        
1 Reviewing the use(s) of Web 2.0 in higher education: http://cloudworks.ac.uk/cloudscape/view/1895 












• A shift towards ubiquitous and networked technologies  
• The emergence of context and location aware devices  
• The increasingly rich and diverse different forms of representations and stimulatory environments possible  





• sharing of images, videos and documents (as is evident with sites such as Flckr, YouTube and Slideshare)  
• mechanisms for content production, communication and collaboration (through blogs, wikis and micro‐blogging services such as Twitter and social sites like Facebook, Elgg and Ning)  
• opportunities to interact in new ways through immersive virtual worlds (such as Second Life).  
 The social interface of Web 2.0 offers novel ways for connecting people and sharing and discussing ideas. It can be used to support and enhance existing communities or to foster the development of new communities of inquiry and exploration. There seems to be a tantalising alignment between the affordances of digital networked media (the focus on user‐generated content, the emphasis on communication and collective collaboration) and the fundamentals of what is perceived to be good pedagogy (socio‐constructivist approaches, personalised and experiential learning) (Conole and McAndrew, forthcoming: 2).  The emergence of Web 2.0 tools sits within a broader context of continual technological change. The 2010 Horizon Report identifies four trends as key drivers of technology adoption in higher education for the period 2010 through 2015 :  
• The abundance of online resources and relationships inviting a rethink of the educators’ role in sense‐making, coaching and credentialing.  
• An increased emphasis on, and expectation of, ubiquitous, just‐in‐time, augmented, personalised and informal learning.  
• The increased use of cloud computing challenges existing institutional IT infrastructures, leading to notions of IT support becoming more decentralised.  
• The work of students being seen as more collaborative in nature and therefore there is potential for more intra‐ and inter‐ institutional collaboration (Johnson et al., 2010).  While the Horizon series of annual reports have contributed to research into future trends and emerging priorities within a US context (see for example the NSF Cyberlearning Report, 2008), several other reports have also outlined recent and developing international practice regarding the  patterns of adoption and/or use of Web 2.0 in education (see for example, Armstrong and Franklin, 2008; OECD, New Millenium Learners, 2008; OECD‐CERI, 2009). In particular, Redecker (2009) and Ala‐Mutka et al. (2009) report findings from a European perspective focusing on formal and informal education respectively. In the UK, BECTA’s Emerging Trends of technology in Education and Harnessing Technology: Next 
Generation Learning 2008­2014, as well as JISC's Learner Experience programmes have produced numerous case studies and reports (see BECTA/Crook et al., 2008; Davies and Good, 2009). JISC’s most recent comparative report looks into the strategic and policy implications for higher education of the experiences and expectations of learners in the 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light of their increasing use of Web 2.0 technologies (JISC, 2009).  Engagement in Web 2.0 environments provides, it has been argued, more avenues for self‐representation, expression or reflection and more organized forms of collaboration and knowledge building.  Re‐generation of content through remixing and repurposing, as well as networking and group‐interaction are common activities. While activities such as these were also evident in earlier generations of networked computing and online services (for example Usenet groups, bulletin boards and discussion forums,  Multi‐UserDomains and MOOs, use of Instant Messaging protocols, personal and institutional web pages to promote individual or project‐based activities and interests; see BECTA/Crook et al. , 2008), ‘Web 2.0’ marked a watershed in terms of a significant shift in practices. A number of factors contributed to this shift. These include: advancements in the technological infrastructure, increased Internet and broadband adoption, and  user‐friendlier interfaces for navigating, archiving, communicating and collaborating on the web. Together, these have contributed to scaling up user access and involvement. In the OECD countries (OECD, 2009) web services are becoming less expensive, faster, and increasingly based on wireless technology. Advancements in access and speed have been accompanied by a similar level of advancement in terms of developments in software and data management. At its simplest, familiar web browsers have become more versatile, allowing not only a wider range of user interactions, but also interoperability with numerous desktop applications.  
A typology of Web 2.0 tools The following categorisation of Web 2.0 activities is derived from a BECTA‐commissioned review of Web 2.0 tools in schools (Crook et al., 2008): 
• Media sharing. Creating and exchanging media with peers or wider audiences.  
• Media manipulation and data/web mash ups. Using web‐accessible tools to design and edit digital media files and combining data from multiple sources to create a new application, tool or service.  
• Instant messaging, chat and conversational arenas. One‐to‐one or one‐to‐many conversations between Internet users.  
• Online games and virtual worlds. Rule‐governed games or themed environments that invite live interaction with other Internet users.  
• Social networking. Websites that structure social interaction between members who form subgroups of 'friends'.  
• Blogging. An Internet‐based journal or diary in which a user can post text and  digital material while others can comment.  
• Social bookmarking. Users submit their bookmarked web pages to a central site where they can be tagged and found by other users.  
• Recommender systems. Websites that aggregate and tag user preferences for items in some domain and thereby make novel  recommendations.  
• Wikis and collaborative editing tools. Web‐based services that allow users unrestricted access to create, edit and link pages.  
• Syndication. Users can ‘subscribe’ to RSS feed enabled websites so that they are automatically notified of any changes or updates in content via an aggregator.  
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Appendix 2 (‘A typology of Web 2.0 tools’) provides a more detailed description of each of these and some specific examples. It is important to note that the current wave of Web 2.0 tools have evolved from earlier tools for sharing and communication (see also boyd and Ellison, 2007).  However the functionality of Web 2.0 tools means that previously diverse online services and niche social networks can be integrated more effectively. Common features include tagging, commenting, rating, syndication and the development of relationships (or ‘friendships’). The network is seen as a platform for dialogue and collaboration and user‐generated content as a mutually added value component for community building. In addition to the vast ecology of informal, professional, educational or blended crowd‐sourced, open and semi‐open projects, there exist community‐based scientific resource sites and sites that emerge from the collaboration of public institutions, museums and charities; these depend on participatory exchanges, cultural and scientific citizenship to scale contributory interpretations and user generated content  (see Von Hippel, cited in NSF Cyberlearning, 2008: 28).   The multiplicity of tools and mediated avenues for creativity and socialisation thus not only contributes to a boundary crossing between professional communities and groups concerned with recreational and fandom4 activities, but also, have given rise to novel ways for information organization, knowledge generation and learning facilitation. In the review of social software for learning, Grant et al. (2006) suggest at least three fundamental shifts in thinking about the relationship among knowledge, culture, learning and pedagogy. First, they note that the modes of inquiry encouraged by Web 2.0 practices tend to be less oriented to the traditional disciplinary boundaries of knowledge. Instead, the learner is invited to adopt a conception of knowledge as something available to be personalised or re‐appropriated. Second, Web 2.0 encourages engagement with knowledge in new ways. For instance, it encourages a more animated browsing and scanning orientation. Third, practices of knowledge production are being altered. In particular, learners are being drawn into inquiry methods that are more collaborative and less solitary. The collaborative spirit and open ethos of the activities outlined above, and many others like them, are often combined into a prevailing sense that Web 2.0 ‘has created greater opportunities for access, debate and transparency in the pursuit of knowledge than ever before’ (Wales, 2008: np).    A recurrent discourse around the application of Web 2.0 technologies in an educational context points to the notions of evolution and transformation; transformation, in terms of transcending formal educational contexts; evolution in terms of facilitating more informal and non‐formal learning contexts which blur the boundaries between categories of learners (student, adult‐learner, or informal learner, autodidact). The arguments for this also centres around the notion that learners are now able to become more active producers, authors, evaluators and commentators within the learning arena they are engaged with. The question then directs attention to the novel paradigms of learning and for knowledge                                                         

















Having provided a general discussion of learning theories and their relationship to Web 2.0 tools, 
this section describes four specific examples of the ways in which these tools might promote new 
forms of learning, namely:  
• Inquiry-based and exploratory learning  
• New forms of communication and collaboration  
• New forms of creativity, co‐creation and production  








 Constantly evolving technology lies at the heart of mobile, connected, and as Bauman (2005) and Urry (2007) have called it 'liquid lifestyles'. These digital natives are thought to expect technology to assist fluidity in all aspects of their lives, including the ways in which they learn and are educated. They are thought to have distinct expectations of education that involve learning which is personalised, accessible on‐demand, and available at any time, any place, or any pace and are often contrasted with teachers and parents, who are labelled as being ‘digital immigrants’ or 'visitors' (White, 2009).  The uniformity of such learners, and indeed the rhetorical articulation of the technologically deterministic, generational, regional or temporal definitions have been widely contested (Davis and Good, 2009; Jones and Cross, 2009; White, 2009; Buckingham, 2006), and the multiple dimensions of the digital divide have repeatedly been addressed. Increased connectedness, immediacy, multitasking, media and critical literacy,  networked skills, but also, emotionality, time management and indeed learner differences and tutor influences are some of the themese which have been considered across a range of in‐depth case studies and surveys (Richardson, 2008; Sharpe et al., 2008; Thorpe et al., 2008).  
 One of the main reasons cited by students for using technologies in their courses is convenience. Technologies are seen as adding value to courses, not as mechanisms for radical transformation. For example, Caruso and Kvavik (2006) found that the most commonly cited reason given for using technology in courses was convenience (51% of students), followed by the ability to manage course activities easily (19%), and to a much lesser extent the opportunities to enhance learning (15%) or to communicate with peers and teachers (11%). This is supported by a comparative analysis on existing studies as part 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• Amplifying  
• Curating  
• Way‐finding and socially‐driven sensemaking  
• Aggregating  
• Filtering  
• Modelling  
• Persistent presence (Siemens, 2009: np)  Scaling up to the majority will require different approaches, more strategic coordination and staff development and support.  To date, on the whole, only a minority of enthusiastic teachers and those with a research interest in the learning sciences, educational technology or new media, have undertaken experimentation with new innovations in pedagogy and exploration of the use of new technologies.  Embracing Web 2.0 approaches will require radically different strategies in terms of designing, supporting and assessing learning.  Essentially, the creative change in the practices may lead to deliberate and systemic innovation – both paramount to knowledge‐creating organizations (Bereiter, 2002), such as higher education institutions. The learning potential of Web 2.0 is seen to derive from the co‐construction of knowledge and the collaborative ethos in self‐organised networked and virtual spaces. It is necessary to acknowledge the webs of knowledge created in the social process of teaching and learning (Rudd et al., 2006b). Though it seems unlikely that Web 2.0 will fundamentally displace ‘teaching’ per se, it is clear that embracing Web 2.0 practices will mean that more emphasis is placed on teaching processes being situated as active ‘co‐learning’ experiences. Adoption of a more scholarly and reflective approach to teaching practice is clearly a logical strategy to help achieve this shift.  Despite the relatively sophisticated technological infrastructure that is now in place in the UK and other Anglo‐saxon or OECD countries, deployment of social media at the core of the curriculum within further and the higher education is mostly at an experimental stage (see OECD, 2009). Educators’ confidence in and experience with social media is still perceived as a barrier for successful implementation within teaching and learning in Higher education contexts. Although studies in OECD countries show that teachers may indeed be amongst the most skilled technology users, it appears that they are unable to take advantage of their competence and apply it to the way they teach (OECD, 2008: see also Blin and Munro, 2008; Zang, 2009). According to the OECD (2008) three reasons emerge as the most salient for explaining this paradox:  
• The absence of appropriate incentives to use technology in the classroom and, more generally, getting involved in any innovation regarding teaching.  
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• Scaffolding and guidance to teachers. Amongst the most important factors is the need to ensure that there is appropriate ‘scaffolding’ and support of how Web 2.0 tools are embedded in courses. This includes guidance and support on the design of courses, the nature of activities and the role of the teacher. It requires teachers to rethink their position from one of expert to facilitator.  
• Strategic alignment. Another area of importance is ensuring that appropriate strategies are in place to support this shift.  


















































Whilst there are evident challenges surrounding the use of Twitter, there is also broad consensus in the literature that it can facilitate new forms of engagement and give students access to a wider audience of participation. There is anecdotal evidence where use of Twitter has led to increased motivation amongst students and there is a genuine excitement for many of its increasing potential in education. However, one important question to consider is whether the interest in and rhetoric around Twitter is just a passing fad. What happens when the novelty has worn off? Discussions on Cloudworks suggest that this is not the case. In fact, discussions surrounding its use in academic contexts and within the HE curricula sparked off several times, and comments were rather insightful. The ‘Using twitter with students’ cloud in Cloudworks 13 aggregated a variety of comments and references around the use of Twitter in courses and to support different forms of learning. Some examples were given of embryonic experimentation with the tool. A number of positive effects for learning were cited, but low levels of engagement were also raised as an issue. There also appear to be a number of challenges in getting a whole class of active users. One participant in the discussions has mixed views on its value:  'Whilst  twitter  usage  is  high  amongst  the  'converted',  I  wonder  how  many  actually  use  it  within learning and teaching. My use has varied quite a bit (see blog post http://bit.ly/37ASy2), and I think there could be considerable challenges in getting a whole class of active users ‐ anything else would surely raise questions around equality of experiences'.  Other challenges raised include what constitutes an appropriate ‘style of communication’ in Twitter; issues around how it can be integrated within an institutional VLE, the extent to which it forms part of the student’s PLE, and to what degree it is formally integrated into learning intentions. One participant remarks on the ways in which Twitter was being used to build communities and as an alternative social space:  ‘I think about half took to it, those that didn't had the usual reservations. What I think has been interesting is that a few have stayed active beyond the course and twitter is a much better way of maintaining this network than having to commit to using forums say. It's also a very democratising space ‐ I often forget who are students and who are peers, which I think is great. For students I think if we encouraged them to get going at the start of their undergrad studies, think of the network they would have established by the end of their studies. This in itself is a valuable outcome of a degree’.  One participant reflects upon engagement in relation to recording reflections and its impact on teaching practice (monitoring and encouraging individual students) and on learning practices:  ‘I think the benefits are two‐fold.  Firstly, recorded, short bursts of reflection are better than no reflection at all.  It is my intention that the students will utilise the aggregated Tweflections as the basis of a longer reflective essay at the end of the unit.  Secondly, I can monitor individual students and encourage those who are not participating.  I can also provide summative feedback where appropriate.’  Another participant trialled the use of Twitter in media, cultural studies and English literature courses. He aimed at experimenting with re‐enactments of Shakespearean 
                                                        


















































• Teachers and learners; teaching versus learning. There is now a significant body of research on learner experiences and their use of technologies. What is evident is that learners and teachers are not homogeneous. In addition, there is a gap between the expectations/promise of the use of technologies and the actual experiences and uses. The digital divide is still evident; within the student body, but also between tutors and learners. As we noted earlier, the expansive learning domain challenges traditional teaching practices, yet evidence also suggests that expert guidance is required (JISC, 2009; Ipsos Mori, 2008; OECD, 2009) and that a more explicit, learning design based approach to the creation of courses is needed. This raises a set of fundamental questions. What are the implications of shifting from the notion of teacher as instructor to teacher as facilitator? What are the barriers for low levels of experimentation? What institutional infrastructures and support mechanisms will be required to shift to greater use of technology? More importantly, what are the ways in which new technologies can enhance the process of research into teaching and as result, teaching methodologies and strategies?  






























































































































• Professional networks and support centres  
• Promotion of learning design as a mechanism for articulating and representing practice  
• Use of pedagogical patterns  
• The development and fostering of OER communities  
• Emergent communities around educational tools such as Learner Management Systems  
• Research‐based communities 
Professional networks and support centres  Over the past ten years or so a range of professional networks and support centres have emerged which have as part of their remit a role in promoting good practice. Some have a specific focus on technologies25 , others are either focused on educational practices26 or subject disciplines (the Higher Education Academy subject centres). These networks and                                                         




Learning design  Much of the learning design research is concerned with mechanisms for articulating and sharing practice, and in particular the ways in which designs can be represented. Lockyer et al. (2008) and Beetham and Sharpe (2007) have produced edited collections on work in this area. The AUTC learning design project was one of the first major pieces of work around this27 . It presents a comprehensive suite of designs across different types of pedagogy. JISC has funded a number of projects in this area under its design for learning programme28  and more recently the Curriculum design and delivery programmes29 . A slightly tangential approach has been adopted by the University of Albany Knowledge Network for Innovations in Teaching and Learning30 . Their goal is ‘to use our knowledge of instructional design and learning technology to produce a suite of professional development resources, organized as an open Wiki site, that can help teachers of different levels to understand new learning approaches and environments and work towards innovative classroom practices’.  
Pedagogical patterns  A closely related body of work to learning design is research into the development and use of pedagogical patterns. Derived from Alexander’s work in Architecture, pedagogical patterns is an approach to developing structured case studies of good practice (See for example Goodyear, 2005 for an outline of the field). An example of an initiative that tried to foster a community around the creation and use of patterns is the Pedagogical Patterns project31. 
Open Educational Resources  With the rise of the Open Educational Resources movement in recent years not surprisingly a number of support centres and community sites have emerged. OpenLearn32, alongside its repository of OER, created Labspace which provides a range of tools for fostering community engagement, such as a free tool for video conferencing (flashmeeting) and a tool for visualisation (Compendium). The aim is to provide an environment for sharing of good practice and promoting the reuse of OER. LeMill is a web‐based community for finding, authoring and sharing open educational practices33. Similarly, Connexions34 provides a space for educators and learner to use and reuse OER. Carnegie Mellon, through its Open                                                         
27 AUTC learning design project: http://www.learningdesigns.uow.edu.au 
28 JISC Design for Learning Programme: http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearningpedagogy/designlearn.aspx 
29 JISC Curriculum Design and Delivery Programme: http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearning/curriculumdesign.aspx 
30 University of Albany Knowledge Network for Innovations in Teaching and Learning: http://tccl.rit.albany.edu/knilt 
31 Pedagogical Patterns: http://www.pedagogicalpatterns.org/  





Learner management systems  With the emergence of Learner Management Systems (LMSs)/Virtual Learning Environments (VLEs) in the last ten years, a number of satellite communities have developed. The open source tool, Moodle38, has a very active community but the focus is primarily on development issues rather than the ways in which Moodle is actually being used in teaching. The LAMS community39 is arguably more successful in terms of concentrating on educational aspects and has over 500 LAMS design sequences available online. In addition, many institutions instigated staff development programmes linked to their VLE, to promote its use and uptake.  
Research-based communities  In addition to the practitioner‐orientated sites and communities described above it is worth touching upon a number of the more research‐focused communities. As e‐learning has developed as a research field, a range of professional bodies, specialised conferences and journals have arisen. In addition, communities and associated activities tend to spontaneously arise around funding initiatives in this area, for example projects supported by the JISC and Academy or more research‐focussed initiatives such as the current ESRC/EPRSC TLRP Technology‐enhanced learning programme40 . Similar patterns of behaviour are evident around international collaboration, although understandably this is more complex. For example in Europe the Stellar Network of Excellence41  aims to ‘build upon, synergise and extend the valuable work we have started by significantly building capacity in TEL research within Europe’. One specific example,  relevant to the discussion here, includes the ELESIG (Evaluation of Learners' Experiences of e‐learning Special Interest Group) community42. This consists of over 800 members interested in looking at students' uses of, and experience with, technologies. Elesig runs a range of events and has a ning‐based online site and also on Cloudworks.  
                                                        
35 http://oli.web.cmu.edu/openlearning/  
36 http://olnet.org 
37 http://cloudworks.ac.uk/cloudscape/view/2019  
38 http://moodle.org/community/,  
39 http://www.lamscommunity.org/ 
40 ESRC/EPRSC TLRP Technology‐enhanced learning programme: http://www.tlrp.org/tel/ 
41 Europe the Stellar Network of Excellence (http://www.stellarnet.eu/ 
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The core objectives of the course were to offer a firm grounding in the current state of the field of open education, including related topics like copyright, licensing, and sustainability, and to get participants thinking, writing, and debating about current practices and possible alternatives in open education. Using participant observation as a methodological approach to study social interaction within course, Fini et al. (n.d.) offer a number of interesting insights. While the initial didactic structure of the course promoted individual learning modalities for reading and structuring  reflections,  during course delivery, peer participants took were encouraged to take more control over curricular design and activities,. The authors noted that tight connections between content and users were gradually developed, and that creative and collaborative dimensions were also evident. Responding to a network of participants, the instructor restructured the development of the course proposing a final version, which was modified and broadened on the basis of the learners’ observations. At the end of the course, starting from the learning material produced by the participants, the teacher extrapolated a new pattern of renewal that was going to be used in the new versions of the course. In describing the course design, Wiley outlines a whole philosophy for teaching in OER fashion:  There are two ways to describe the design of this course, and both are equally valid. On the one hand, this course is a mix of direct skills instruction combined with project‐based learning and collaborative problem solving. The course employs a progression of increasingly complex problems with supportive information, and requires students to synthesize hundreds of pages of literature, interview data, and their own design intuition to produce meaningful artifacts both individually and as part of highly inter‐dependent teams. The idea of teach‐reteach (characterized by Gong’s description of the Three Person Problem) is at the heart of the students’ day‐to‐day learning experiences (Wiley, 200967):  Similar endeavours have been undertaken within the Wikiversity platform for a course entitled 'Composing free and open online educational resources'68.  Leinonen et al. (2009) note that the experiment was designed so that the course could model teaching and learning — that is, combining elements from acquisition, participation and knowledge–building metaphors of learning. From the organizational perspective, the course relied in many ways on conventions common in free adult education, and outline both opportunities and challenges in the field and in teaching and learning with wikis.  Exploring the intersections among teaching, learning communities and research, Ferreira (2009) outlines two ‘Pilot Learning Projects’, one in the subject of 'Ethics and Technology', and the other in the area of Design.  Both were run in the OpenLearn platform, using communication tools and community in LabSpace – OpenLearn’s interactive platform. Core aims of the pilots were to explore a) ways in which OpenLearn can contribute to course development at the OU by providing a platform for experimentation and trial of new ideas; and b) to document and reflect on the opportunities afforded at the boundary between formal/informal learning at the interface between the OU and OpenLearn  (Ferreira, 2009: 20). Ferreira offers interesting perspectives that bring to light tensions that have already been discussed in this report: 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